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Dear Sir: 

Appellant requests that the following remarks be considered in reply to the 
Examiner's Answer of August 5, 2004 to Appellant's Appeal Brief submitted on April 
14, 2004. 


Art Unit: 1711 
Examiner: Raj guru, U.K. 
Atty.Dkt.: 6240.880 


REMARKS 

Grouping of Claims: 

The Examiner asserts that all claims under appeal are directed to one invention, a 
molded door skin, and therefore stand or fall together. Appellant respectfully disagrees. 
While all of the claims are directed generally to a molded door skin, each claim defines a 
separate invention having distinct limitations that are patentably distinguishable from 
inventions set forth in other claims. As noted in Appellant's Brief, each claim must be 
considered separately given there may be several inventions disclosed in the application. 
Obviously, a broad category such as a door skin may include numerous patentably 
distinguishable inventions. Appellant has properly stated in its Brief that the claims do 
not stand or fall together, and presented arguments in support thereof pursuant to MPEP 
§1206. Therefore, the Examiner's position is without merit. 
Reply to Arguments: 

The Examiner's combination of the cited references is inappropriate. Sasaki et al. 
and Plummer et al. are neither in the field of Chen's endeavor nor reasonably pertinent to 
the particular problem with which the inventor was concerned. Sasaki et al. disclose 
molded articles used as automotive interior materials integrated with a skin material. 
Plummer et al. disclose composite thermoplastic materials used for making structural 
members. Such articles are not comparable to a molded door skin. Indeed, the Examiner 
acknowledges that these references are "not directed to the same invention as that of 
Chen". 

However, the Examiner asserts that "Sasaki and Plummer offer useful 
suggestion/s to solve the particular problems faced by Chen." It is unclear what problems 


Sasaki et al. and Plummer et al. address, particularly since neither of these references are 

directed to similar inventions to that of Chen. The advantages disclosed by Chen are 

disclosed in the '870 patent: 

The advantages of this invention are as following: First, it provides 
structure for interlocking the top and sides of the skins together. Second, 
improve the strength of the frame less door, by adding increased thickness 
on the strips on the sides and top. Finally, door bottom uses preformed 
bottom insert 31 that increases moisture resistance and limits deformation. 
In addition, the door bottom can be trimmed with difficulty. A major 
advantage is using the interlocking ribs with grooves in the accessory 
block and hinge member that makes the door assembly functional without 
a significant internal structure. 

See U.S. Patent No. 5,644,870, column 3, lines 44-54. Thus, Chen is not concerned with 

altering the composition of its door skins. More importantly, there is no suggestion or 

motivation for combining Chen with Sasaki et al. and/or Plummer et al. The Examiner 

has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

The Examiner also admits that the "prior art does not specifically and exactly 
teach the claimed amounts of claimed ingredients of the composition", but asserts that it 
"is well known in the art and also obvious to vary amount disclosed in the prior art to 
obtain end product/s with specific desired characteristics". First, Appellant is not simply 
claiming a composition, as discussed in the Appeal Brief. Second, there is no suggestion 
or motivation for modifying the compositions of Sasaki et al. or Plummer et al. Third, 
even if there were such a suggestion, which there is not, there is no suggestion or 
motivation for combining Sasaki et al. and Plummer et al with Chen. 

The combination of the cited references in a manner that reconstructs Appellant's 
invention only with the benefit of hindsight is insufficient to establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness. 
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In light of the arguments set forth herein, as well as those submitted in the Appeal 
Brief, Appellant respectfully requests that the Board reverse the Examiner's Final 
rejection. Allowance of all pending claims is earnestly solicited. 

Appellant submits herewith a Request for an Oral Hearing pursuant to 37 C.R.F. 
§ 1 . 1 94, along with the requisite fee. It is believed that no other fees are due with this 
submission. Should that determination be incorrect, then please debit Account No. 50- 
0548 and notify the undersigned. 


Liniak, Berenato & White, LLC 

6550 Rock Spring Drive, Suite 240 
Bethesda, Maryland 20817 
Telephone: (301) 896-0600 
Facsimile: (301)896-0607 
Email: wschrot(2Ublw.com 


Respectfully submitted, 



William C. Schrot 
Registration No. 48,447 
Attorney for Appellant 
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